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their resolve to see the New Deal as a wicked apostasy, nor
Democrats zealous to claim its beneficent originality.
Yet the statement held a grain of truth. Both leaders took
unprecedented responsibility for lifting the nation's economic
mechanism back onto the track of prosperity by attempting
to raise farm prices and underpin wages, create jobs and
*'prime the pump" by public works, spread employment by
fostering shorter hours, and regulate the value of the dollar
(though, while Hoover undertook to bolster its internal
value by expanding the credit base through open-market op-
erations in the Federal Reserve system, Roosevelt addressed
himself to its external value as well and took the country off
gold). Both Hoover's RFC and his Home Loan Banks con-
tinued through the New Deal; and although the Republican
president nipped the idea of a Tennessee Valley Authority
with a frosty veto in March, 1931—"I am firmly opposed to
the Government entering into any business the major pur-
pose of which is competition with our citizens"—yet it could
be argued that he promoted the St. Lawrence seaway as a
competitor of the railroads. And while Hoover's trade asso-
ciations foreshadowed one facet of the national recovery act,
the Norris-La Guardia anti-injunction act approved by him
adumbrated another.
Such, briefly, is the case for Hoover as the unacknowledged
sire of the New Deal. Like most piquant paradoxes it ig-
nores a number of things, beginning with the necessary re-
semblance between certain acts of two social planners engaged
in fighting the same disaster. It also overlooks the distinction
between Hoover's reluctant caution in adopting some of these
measures and Roosevelt's, zest for experiment and innovation.
While Hoover shivered on the brink, Roosevelt gleefully
took the plunge and invited the nation to follow. Still more
vitally the comparison dismisses the difference between
Hoover's temporary expedients and Roosevelt's permanent
blueprints for reform as well as recovery, between the form-

